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Intellectual Property 
Law Department - 40 54 
International Business 
Machines Corporation 
11400 Burnet Road 
Austin, Texas 78758 
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-RRTEF O N APPEAL 
•RRFORE THE BOAR n APPEALS 
Aivrn INTERFERENCES 



Commissioner for Patents 
P.O.Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Sir: 



This is a Reply Brief to the Examiner's Answer mailed 
July 18, 2006. Applicants will address a new argument made 

by Examiner in her Answer. 

To summarize the remaining issues in the present 
Appeal, the patentable novelty of the present invention rs 
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the combination of: means for determining whether user 
requests for data »™» nnauthcri intrusions into said 
requested data files; and 

means, r^onsive to a determination that a request is 
^ nn^thori^^ -intrusion , for changing the identification 
of the requested data files. 

Applicants concur with Examiner that Schneck discloses 
determining whether received requests for data files, in a 
network environment, are unauthorized. Applicants also 
concur with Examiner's conclusion that: Srhn<»ck does n?t 
r^h mean*- r SSD ons wp to unauthorized intrusion, for 
rhanainn idpntifira-ion < if requested data files. 

Applicants have traversed the rejection under 35 U.S.C 
103(a) that claims 1-45 are unobvious over Schneck 
(US5,933,498) in view of the Margolis publication 
(US2002/0038296) . Examiner relies on Margolis to make up 
for rhe above deficiency in the teaching of Schneck. 

Examiner's New Argument. 

Applicants have conceded that Margolis does disclose 
changing the names of an objects but only when new versions 
of objects are created. However, Applicants have argued 
that this has nothing to do with a response to an 
unauthorized intrusion, and would not be suggestive 
combining the Margolis means for changing names with the 
Schneck means for determining whether requests for data 
files are unauthorized. 

in this connection, Examiner argues that since the 
claimed invention changes file identities, and Margolis 
changes file identities, the only difference is the intended 
use of the name change i.e. Margolis changes identity of an 
object only when a new version is made while the present 

AUS920300941US1 2 
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invention changes identify of a file in response to an 
unauthorized intrusion. In effect. Examiner is arguing tha^ 
there is no structural difference, only a new use for the 
function of changing identity of a file. 

Applicants submit that the structural difference is in 
the combination of for determining whether user 

requests for data are unauthorized intrusions, into said 
requested data files; and m eans , responsive to a 
determination that a request is an nn=rithorized intrusion , 
for angina the i^nti fiction of "Jie requested data files. 

In the present invention, the structural means for 
changing the identification of requested files do so in 
response to structural means for determining that there has 
been an unauthorized intrusion. At best, Margolis discloses 
the combination of structures for. changing identities of 
objects in response to structures for creating new versions 
of objects. It has nn suggestion of a structure for 
changing identities of objects in response to structural 
means for determining that there has been an unauthorized 
intrusion . 

For this «i.flCTfistiloi ) in Maroolus , Examiner cites ten 
continuous columns (paragraphs 0011-0032) as well as 
paragraphs 55 and 62 and all of claims 1-153. Applicants 
have reviewed these sections and claims, and still faxl to 
find any suggestion of changing the identification or name 
of any file responsive to an unauthorized intrusion. 

in view of the foregoing and Applicants' arguments made 
in the Brief on Appeal, it is submitted that Claims 1-45 are 
unobvious over the combination of Schneck et 
(US 5 , 933,498) in view of the Margolus Publication 
(US2002/0038296) . and. therefore, are patentable under 35 
USC 103 (a) . 

Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the Final 
AUS920000941US1 3 
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Rejection of claims 1-45 dated February 10, 2 
reversed, and that claims 1-45 be found to be 



for allowance . 



Respectfully subirJLtted, 



Registration No- 19,226 
(512) 47J-2303 

PLEASE MAIL ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO: 



Herman Rodriguez 
IPLaw Dept. - IMAD 4054 
IBM Corporation 
1140 0 Burnet Road 
Austin, Texas 787 58 




AUS920000941US1 



4 



gd 



e099-£Zfr (219) 



d9£80 90 Zl <*es 



OfrtO:(ss-uiui) NOUVUna . G088 C/fr Zl^aiSO « 00G8£ZZ:siNa « Zt/E'ddX J3-QldSn:HAS « [auiu w6||Aea uiaisea] Wd 80:9E:6 IV QA3U * CU9 30Vd 



PATENT 
09/801,612 



eiNTRALPAXCENTIB 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



SEP 12 



In re application of: 

Gerald F, McBrearty et al. 
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Title: PROTECTING CONTENTS 

OF COMPUTER DATA FILES FROM 

SUSPECTED INTRUDERS BY 

RENAMING AND HIDING DATA 

FILES SUBJECTED 'DO INTRUSION 

Date: f/W<?6 

r-ERTIFICATF. OF FAPfiTMILS T BhWfiWTSSIOM 

I hereby certify that this correspondence including the 
oresent Reply Brief (in triplicate) is being transmitted via 
rlcSlSle ?oUSPTO, Group Art Unit 2143 ^telephone number 

571-273-8300^ and/to the attention of Examiner A. M. Lezax 
on ^ ^ Qft^/&b 



Group Art Unit: 2143 
Examiner: A. M. Lezak 
Intellectual Property 
Law Department - 4054 
International Business 
Machines Corporation 
11400 Burnet Road 
Austin, Texas 78758 
Customer No. 32,329 




PRPT.Y BRIEF ON APPEAL 
BEFORE THE BOAR n OF APPEALS 
AND INTERFERENCES 



Commissioner for Patents 
P.O.Box 1450 

Alexandria. VA 22313-145 0 
Sir : 

This is a Reply Brief to the Examiner's Answer mailed 
July 18, 2006. Applicants will address a new argument mad. 
by Examiner in her Answer. 

To summarize the remaining issues in the present 
Appeal, the patentable novelty of the present invention is 
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the combination of: means for determining whether usex 
regueS ts for data — y^nt-hori^ intrusions into said 

requested data files; and 

means, -^nnsive to a determination that a request is 

r ,^<„„ int.ru.lon. for changing the identification 

of the requested data files. 

Applicants concur with Examiner that Schneck discloses 
determining whether received requests for data files, in a 
network environment, are unauthorized. Applicants also 
concur with Examiner's conclusion that: Srl.n^ does not 
t-.^ — r— ^ t° authorized intrusion, for 

1d e ^ tion of requited rtafw files 

Applicants have traversed the rejection under 35 U.S.C 
103(a) that claims 1-45 are unobvious over Schneck 
(US5.933.498) in view of the Margolis publication 
(US2002/003829 6) . Examiner relies on Margolis to make up 
for the above deficiency in the teaching of Schneck. 

Examiner's New Argument. 

Applicants have conceded that Margolis does disclose 
changing the names of an objects but only when new versions 
of objects are created. However. Applicants have argued 
that this has nothing to do with a response to an 
unauthorized intrusion, and would not be suggestive 
combining the Margolis means for changing names with the 
Schneck means for determining whether requests for data 
files are unauthorized. 

in this connection, Examiner argues that since the 
claimed invention changes file identities, and Margolis 
changes file identities, the only difference is the intended 
use of the name change i.e. Margolis changes identity of an 
object only when a new version is made while the present 

AUS920000941US1 2 
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invention changes identity of a file in response to an 
unauthorized intrusion. In effect. Examiner is arguing that 
there is no structural difference, only a new use for the 
function of changing identity of a file. 

Applicants submit that the structural difference is xn 
the combination of mo^n- for determining whether user 
requests for data are nnHi.tHori.ed intrusions into said 
requested data files; and responsive to a 

determination that a request is an unauthorized intru sion ,, 
for the, identifica tion of the requested data files. 

in the present invention, the structural means for 
changing the identification of requested files do so xn 
response to structural means for determining that there has 
been an unauthorized intrusion. At best, Margolis dxscloses 
the combination of structures for changing identxtxes of 
objects in response to structures for creating new versxons 
of objects. It has no suggestion of a structure for 
changing identities of objects in response to structural 
means for determining that there has been an unauthorxzed 

intrusion. ,^ ^ . ^ 

For this - 1ITrT ^™ ^ M^aolus. Examiner cxtes ten 
continuous columns (paragraphs 0011-0032) as well as 
paragraphs 55 and 62 and all of claims 1-153. 
have reviewed these sections and claims, and stxll faxl to 
find any suggestion of changing the identification or name 
of any file responsive to an unauthorized intrusion. 

in view of the foregoing and Applicants' arguments made 
in the Brief on Appeal, it is submitted that Claims 1-45 are 
unobvious over the combination of Schneck et al. 
(US5, 933,498) in view of the Margolus Publicatxon 
(US2002/0038296) . and, therefore, are patentable under 35 

USC 103(a). W-i-nal 

Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the ,xnal 
AUS920000941US1 3 
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Rejection of claims 1-45 dated February 10, 2005 be 
reversed, and t*at claims 1-45 be found to be in condition 
for allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 

/Attorney f^r' Applicants 
//Registration No. 19,226 
(512) 47^-2303 

PLEASE MAIL ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO : 

Herman Rodriguez 
IPLaw Dept. - IMAD 4054 
IBM Corporation 
11400 Burnet Road 
Austin, Texas 787 58 
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Date: 

rF.RTIFICATP, OF FArfilMILE TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify that this correspondence including the 
present SS£ Brief (in triplicate) is being transmitted via 
SacslSle ?o y uS T S. Group Art Unit 2143 at telephone number 
571-273-8300^ and/to the attention of Examiner A. M. LezaX 

on | Qn u&y 



Group Art Unit: 2143 
Examiner: A. M . LezaJc 
Intellectual Property 
Law Department - 4054 
International Business 
Machines Corporation 
11400 Burnet Road 
Austin, Texas 7 8758 
Customer No. 32,329 




•RF.PT.V BRIEF ON APPEAL 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF A PPEALS 
AND INTERFERENCES 



Commissioner for Patents 
P.O.Box 14 50 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Sir: 

This is a Reply Brief to the Examiner's Answer mailed 
July 18, 2006. Applicants will address a new argument made 
by Examiner in her Answer. 

To summarize the remaining issues in the present 
Appeal, the patentable novelty of the present invention is 

AUS920000941US1 1 
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the combination of: means for determining whether uses 
requests for data *rP nnmit.horlrert Intrusions into said 
requested data files; and 

nutans, ^^on.ive to a determination that a request xs 

i.tru S ion. for changing the identification 

of the requested data files. 

Applicants concur with Examiner that Schneck discloses 
determining whether received requests for data files xn a 
network environment, are unauthorized. Applicants also 
concur with Examiner's conclusion that: grUn-r* ^oes not 
* — ^ iiTimifHorl 7.ed intrusion, for 

i^ntifiration of rn gnn-f^ <iata fxles 
Applicants have traversed the rejection under 35 U.S.C 
103 (a) that claims 1-45 are unobvious over Schneck 
(US5 933,498) in view of the Margolis publication 
(US2002/0038296) . Examiner relies on Margolis to make up 
for the above deficiency in the teaching of Schneck. 

Examiner's New Argument. 

Applicants have conceded that Margolis does dxsclose 
changing the names of an objects but only when new versions 
of objects are created. However, Applicants have argued 
that this has nothing to do with a response to an 
unauthorized intrusion, and would not be suggestive 
combining the Margolis means for changing names with the 
Schneck means for determining whether requests for data 
files are unauthorized. 

In this connection. Examiner argues that since the 
claimed invention changes file identities, and 
changes file identities, the only difference xs the intended 
use of the name change i.e. Margolis changes identity of an 
object only when a new version is made while the present 

AUS920000941US1 2 



W' d e089-€Zt^ (Z19) *jjep dZ&80 90 Zl d8 S 



Ot-tt:(SS-UJUI> NOIlVUfM . C088 tit M <X90 . O0C8EZZ:SINa . 2l/E-jaXd3-01dSr» HA3 . [»uqi WB||Aea luaisea] Wd 80:8C:6 900ZKI/6 IV OAOV .tllZl 3©Vd 



PATENT 
09/801,612 



invention changes identity of a file in response to an 

• * ■ fma1 «, m effect, Exaioiner is arguing that 
unauthorized intrusion. in enecu, =^ 

there is no structural difference, only a new use for the 
function of changing identity of a file. 

Applicants submit that the structural difference is in 
the combination of mn^- T<VT ^t.ermining whether user 
requests for data are un^thorirod intrusions, into said 
requested data files; and mnrm- , r^ponsive to a 
determination that a request is an .^i^^^^' 
for r. ha i^nr.ific ation of the requested data files. 

in the present invention, the structural means for 
changing the identification of requested files do so in 
response to structural means for determining that tbere h« 
been an unauthorized intrusion. At best. Margolis discloses 
the combination of structures for changing identities of 
objects in response to structures for creating new versions 
of objects. It has no suggestion of a structure for 
changing identities of objects in response to structural 
means for determining that there has been an unauthorized 
intrusion. 

For this - 1Trr -"™ ^ ^r-colus. Examiner cites ten 
continuous columns (paragraphs 0011-0032) as well as 
paragraphs 55 and 62 and all of claims 1-153. ™ q 
have reviewed these sections and claims, and still fail to 
find any suggestion of changing the identification or name 
of any file responsive to an unauthorized intrusion. 

in view of the foregoing and Applicants' arguments made 
in the Brief on Appeal, it is submitted that Claims 1-45 are 
unobvious over the combination of Schneck et al . 
(US5.933.498) in view of the Margolus Publication 
(US2002/0038296). and. therefore, are patentable under 35 

^Ifore. it is respectfully requested that the Final 
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Rejection of claims 1-45 dared February 10, 2005 be 
reversed, and that: claims 1-45 be found Co be in conditxon 
for allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 




f Attorney 
'Registrai 
(512) 47^-: 



Applicants 
No, 19 r 226 
03 



PLEASE MAIL ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO: 



Herman Rodriguez 
IPLaw Dept. - IMAD 4054 
IBM corporation 
11400 Burnet Road 
Austin, Texas 78758 
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